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Applicant hereby submits the following Arguments, in five (5) or less total pages, 
as attachment to the Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review Form (PTO/SB/33). A Notice 
of Appeal is concurrently filed. 



Applicant's arguments in the Amendment and Reply under 37. C.F.R. § 1.111, 
filed in response to the Office Action issued May 24, 2005, were not properly considered 
or responded to by the Examiner in the final Office Action issued November 2, 2005 
("Office Action*'). In particular, the Examiner's response was legally and factually 
deficient because the Examiner failed to adequately show where the cited reference 
teaches or suggests combining a residual signal with a noise feedback signal to produce a 
quantizer input signal, as recited by each of the independent claims. 

For a rejection to be legally adequate under 35 U.S.C. § 102, every claim 
limitation must be taught in a single reference. Industries, Inc. v. Guardian Industries 
Corp., 75 F.3d 1558, 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1996). The absence of any claimed element from 
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the reference negates anticipation. Atlas Powder Co. v. E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., 
750 F.2d 1569, 1574 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

Claims 1, 28, 33 and 60 are the independent claims in this application. 
Independent claim 1 recites a method of coding a speech or audio signal that includes the 
step of "combining [a] residual signal with a first noise feedback signal to produce a 
predictive quantizer input signal" and independent claim 33 recites an apparatus that is 
adapted to perform this function. Independent claim 28 recites a method of coding a 
speech or audio signal that includes the step of "combining [a] residual signal with a 
noise feedback signal to produce a quantizer input signal" and independent claim 60 
recites an apparatus that is adapted to perform this function. 

The Examiner has rejected each of independent claims 1, 28 and 33 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,487,086 to Bhaskar 
("Bhaskar"). In rejecting these claims, the Examiner has asserted that various elements 
illustrated in FIG. 2 of Bhaskar perform the recited function of combining a residual 
signal with a noise feedback signal to produce a quantizer input signal. However, as will 
be explained below, Bhaskar does not teach or suggest or this feature, and thus the 
Examiner's continued rejections based on 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) are legally and factually 
deficient. 

L Bhaskar Teaches An "Open Loop" Speech Coder That Avoids the Use 
of a Noise Feedback Signal 

In the Background section of Bhaskar, a conventional adaptive predictive codec 
is described that includes a noise feedback loop. In particular, in accordance with FIG. 1 
of Bhaskar, a residual signal is "quantized inside a feedback loop which filters the 
quantization noise through a noise shaping filter 1 and sums the result using adder 2 with 
the residual to form the quantizer input." See Bhaskar, col. 2, 11. 40-44 and FIG. 1. 
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Having described a conventional codec that includes a noise feedback loop, Bhaskar 

goes on to state why such a configuration should not be used : 

There are two main disadvantages to the [Noise Feedback Quantization] 
scheme. First, due to the noise feedback, the variance of the quantizer 
input signal is higher than the variance of the residual. This is especially 
true due to the low rate of quantization. As a result, the performance of 
the quantizer, referenced to the residual variance will be reduced. 
Secondly, and more significantly, the feedback loop may become unstable 
if the power gain through the feedback filter becomes large. This can 
occur during signals of large spectral dynamic range such as sinusoids and 
resonant voiced sounds. Controlling the stability by limiting the power 
gain usually results in a loss in the overall performance of the codec. 

See Bhaskar, col. 2, 11. 56-67. 

Having stated that the conventional noise feedback loop configuration of FIG. 1 

leads to an increase in the variance of the residual and instability, Bhaskar then describes 

an alternative "open loop" approach, referred to as "Transform Domain Vector 

Quantization" (TVQ), that avoids these issues. See Bhaskar, col. 3, 11. 43-49. This 

approach, which is embodied in FIGS. 2 and 3 of Bhaskar, is referred to as "open loop" 

because it does not include a noise feedback loop or use a noise feedback signal. The 

Examiner himself has conceded that Bhaskar teaches an open loop structure. See Office 

Action at p. 4. 

In view of the foregoing, it is clear that the Examiner's assertion that FIG. 2 of 
Bhaskar teaches combining a residual signal with a noise feedback signal to produce a 
quantizer input signal is unfounded. As outlined above, the codec depicted in FIG. 2 of 
Bhaskar is an "open loop" codec specifically designed to avoid the use of a noise 
feedback loop or noise feedback signal. 
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2, There is no Structure in Bhaskar *s Speech Codec that Performs the 
Function of Providing a Noise Feedback Signal 

Furthermore, none of the structures in FIG. 2 identified by the Examiner as 
performing the step of combining a residual signal with a noise feedback signal to 
produce a quantizer input signal actually perform that step, either alone or in 
combination with each other. Each of these structures will now be addressed in turn. 

FIG. 2, subblock 24 : The Examiner has asserted that this structure combines a 
residual "with the quantized parameters to produce a predictive quantizer residual . . . 
along with the associated noise". See Office Action at p. 3. Subblock 24 performs no 
such function. Subblock 24 is a Discrete Cosine Transform (DCT) circuit that operates 
only to receive a residual signal and transform it from the time domain to the frequency 
domain. See Bhaskar, col. 3, 11. 25-28, col. 4, 11. 48-63. Thus, subblock 24 does not 
receive or operate on any "quantized parameters" or "associated noise". 

FIG. 2, subblock 23 : The Examiner has further asserted that subblock 23 of FIG. 
2 "teaches noise masking in the calculation of the noise coefficient." See Office Action, 
at p. 3. As an initial matter, this statement is incorrect — the only structure in Bhaskar 
that uses a noise masking parameter is quantizer circuit 28, which uses a fixed noise 
masking parameter B as a weighting factor in selecting an optimal quantization 
codevector. See Bhaskar, col. 6, 11. 50-55. However, the use of a fixed noise masking 
parameter in this fashion bears no relation to the claimed feature of combining a residual 
signal with a noise feedback signal to produce a quantizer input signal. For example, the 
fixed noise masking parameter is not a signal and it is not "fed back" from any other 
portion of the codec depicted in FIGS. 2 and 3 of Bhaskar. 

FIG. 2, subblocks 25, 26 and 28 : The Examiner has also asserted that subblocks 
25 and 26 teach "using an improved 'noise feedback 1 for the power spectral calculations 
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based on the short term and long term parameters . . . and noise shaping in subblock 28." 
Contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Bhaskar merely teaches that circuit 26 supplies an 
estimate of the input signal power to circuit 25 so that circuit 25 can perform equations 
relating to how transform coefficients are grouped into vectors for vector quantization. 
See Bhaskar, col. 5, 11. 47-49. The short and long term prediction parameters associated 
with short term predictor 21 and long term predictor 22 are used to derive the necessary 
equations. However, the use of prediction parameters in this fashion has nothing to do 
with combining a residual signal with a noise feedback signal to produce a quantizer 
input signal as recited in the independent claims. For example, the short and long term 
prediction parameters are not noise signals and they are not "fed back." Furthermore, as 
noted above, the use of a predefined noise masking parameter B by quantizer circuit 28 
also bears no relation to this limitation. 
5. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Bhaskar. 

The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is hereby authorized to charge any fee 
deficiency, or credit any overpayment, to our Deposit Account No. 19-0036. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Stern^; Kessler, Goldstein & Fox p.l.l.c. 
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